


WNKTANKAN DE HFN 


CP 145.25 % 


No. 1. 






































pa = — ne a __-5 — a ——a 
CHARLESTON, $.C. Sarurpay, Jung 22, 1822. 
Breet * 
[To be Published occasionally. | 
ants ——————— anal 











A species of persecution has sprung up 
within a very few years against that class of 
Christians, who, believing in the strict unity 
of God, have ventured to conform their wor- 
ship to this great and impressive doctrine. 
A jealous animosity, which would seem far 
disproportioned to the occasion, has been un- 
intentionally excited by those, who wished to 
obey the dictates of their consciences, and to 
perform the offices of religion,with their mind, 
as well as with their heart and soul and 
strength. In thus dissenting on some points 
from many of their brethren, they have never 
intended, nor have they ever professed to a- 
bandon those great original common princi- 
ples which actuated the reformation, and 
which have constituted the glory and strength 
of Protestant Christianity. The adoption of 
the Bible as the standard of faith and rule of 
practice, the adherence to the right of private 

judgment, and the liberty of worshipping God 
in the way prescribed by conscience, as guar- 
anteed by our admired constitutions—these 
are the principles which have been unshaken- 
ly maintained and adhered to by Unitarians. 

There is no sect recorded in the annals of 
Christianity, less tinctured with the spirit of 
proselytism, than the American Unitarians. 
Having arrived at their particular system of 
religion, by slow degrees, by patient exami- 
nation, and very often in spite of the most 
strenuous struggles against the new views 
which truth seemed to force upon them, they 
have generally been willing to suffer their a- 
dopted doctrines to take, with other inquirers, 
the same course whichhad happened to them- 
selves. It seemed to them impossible that 
men who had the Bible constantly in their 
hands, and who brought to the use of it, that 











saered faculty of reason, to which it every 
where appeals, should not at length eome 
round to embrace the same opinions which 
they themselves entertained. On this account, 
they have from the first generally abstained 
from theological controversy, until they were 
dragged into it by the provocations of those, 
who misrepresented both the nature and ten- 
dencies of the pure and simple doctrines which 
they believed. It is a truth too notorious to 
be controverted, that on every occasion, with- 
out exception, where the Trinitarian contro- 
versy has been agitated of late years in this 
country, the Unitarians have been the party 
attacked. They have constantly been obliged 
to resort to polemics, in order to self-justifica- 
tion, rather than with the direct design of 
propagating their opinions. 

That this justification has always been 
complete and unanswerable, they fondly and 
sincerely believe. Let not this assertion be 
mistaken. It is not intended to be declared, 
that the Trinitarian question has to all honest 
minds, been thuroughly and satisfactorily set 
at rest. No. The texts which seem to sup- 
port the so called orthodox side of the ques- 
ion, together with the considerable antiquity 
of the controverted doctrine, will, undoubted- 
ly, for a long time to come, form a balance in 
many honest and inquiring minds, against the 
host of scriptural passages, «nd the still great- 
er host of weighty reasons and considerations 
to be adduced in support of the simple unity 
of the Godhead. But the points of complete 
justification on behalf of Unitarians to which 
we allude, are these: That they were not de- 
stitute of some scriptural grounds at least for 
their belief: That many excellent men, who 
have for ages borne the reputation of pious 
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ind emiment christians have entertained the 
same views with themselves: And that there 
are as essential differences and inconsistencies 
unong those who believe in the Trinity and 
try to explain their opinions respecting it, as 
exist between Unitarians and ‘Trinitarians, 
and that therefore before the latter call upon 
the former to believe entirely with them, they 
should first settle the point in question among 
themselves. 

Such we believe to have been the state of 
the controversy between the two opposing 
parties until within the space of about a year. 
During that period, from what cause we shall 
not presume to say, the writers on the Trin- 
itarian side have appeared almost universally 
to abandon arguments, and to have betaken 
themselves to the design of affixing an unpop- 
ular stigma on their opponents ; to excite pre- 
judices, not against their dectrines, but their 
persons! and, in short, to use every means to 
render them suspected, shunned and abomi- 
nated. The work, which has principally led 
the way and set the example to this unhallow- 
ed and unfair species of combat, was a book, 
entitled “ Letters on Unitarianism, &e.” by 
the Rev. Dr. Miller, of Princeton, N. J.—In 
this city the tone has been adopted and e- 
choed, and the zeal exhibited by Dr. Miller 
has been even outran, im a weekly paper de- 
nominated “The Southern Intelligencer.”’ 
Epithets the most odious, associated ideas the 
most loathsome, and a spirit and language the 
most vulgar have been employed against Uni- 
tarians, which were us entirely unwarranted 
by the rules of Christian feeling and good 
breeding, as they were unprovoked by the 
party assailed. ‘They have been denied the 
name of Christians—have been associated 
with the disciples of the infidel Paine—and 
have been even complimented with being al- 
lied to the cause of Satan. Now, so far as 
the direet and efficient influence of such p1o- 
ductions can ge, we entertain not the slightest 
apprehension. Indeed, in this place, they 
have had no other apparent effect than to in- 
crease the number of worshippers in the only 
congregation where the offending doctrine is 
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professedly entertained. But, when we con- 
sider the writings in question as indicatiye of 
a certain state of feeling and sentiment among 
that portion of the public, by whom they are 
patronized and read, then do we esteem it our 
duty, as far as possible, to rectify this errone- 
ous current of prejudice, and to restrict still 
farther even the narrow bounds to which we 
trust it is at present confined. 

Such, honestly, are the origin and object of 
this humble and unpretending little paper, Its 
title explains the true spint with which it is 
commenced, and with which, if Heaven will 
impart its influences, it shall be conducted. 
We consider ourselves as forced into the con- 
troversy. We would fain have worshipped 
our God in peace, and in our own conscien- 
tious way. But our motives have been vili- 
fied, and our characters have been blacken- 
ed. We think too the thing has gone consid- 
rably farther than a sense of dignity and chris- 
ian forbearance ought to permit. Though 
we have the utmost confidence in the strength 
of mind and soundness of conviction enter- 
tained by those of our own religious denomi- 
nation, yet we have reason to think that the 
feelings of many have been lacerated by the 
incessant attempts, both public and private, 
which are making to pour odium on pure, up- 
right and pious characters, and to trample the 
cause of mental liberty and free enquiry to 
the dust. Silence and forbearance have only 
seemed to provoke more injurious aggressions. 
And though we shouldfail in preventing a re- 
petition of similar attacks, yet in the success 
of one thing we are confident—we shall de- 
monstrate to the world that Unitarians have 
not been silent because they had nothing to 
say. We shall prove that we are not more 
reprehensible for thinking ,and examining, and 
struggling after the truth, even though we em- 
brace error after all, than those who admit 
traditional forms of belief without examina- 
tion. The object of this paper is not to make 
theological proselytes. ‘The belief and feel. 
ings ef no man of any sect or denomination, 
shall be assailed, any farther at least, than in 
that indirect and unavojdable way always re- 
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sulting from defending opinions that are vehe- 
mently attacked. A plain and fair statement 
of the grounds on which our own opinions 
have been formed, together with satisfactory 
answers to objections and to injurious charg- 
es, shall inviolably constitute the essential fea- 
tures of the publication. We promise our- 
selves the patronage and encouragement and 
patient perusal of all who are willing to hear 
the side of the accused as well as of the ac- 
cuser—of all who are glad to find their human 
brethren better than they are represented to 
be—in short, of all the candid and liberal of 
every religious persuasion. It is time that the 
dove should shake from her wings the drops 
with which an ungracious storm has loaded 
them. C 
—==3 6/8/01 


The foregoing remarks may serve as a pro- 
spectus to the publication now before the 
reader. Asa portion of the sheet still remains 
unoccupied, we will devote it to some obser- 
vations on a late article in the Southern Intel- 
ligencer, peculiarly distinguished for its bit- 
terness and want of candour. 

‘Lhe article relates that a votary to Paine’s 
“Age of Reason,” in the heat of argument 
with a gentleman of reputed piety and respect- 
able talents, in order to proselyte him back 
to infidelity, (though we are unable to per- 
ceive how this could be the object in view,) 
asserted, that ** there is not a hair's breath 
difference between the « Age of Reason’ and 
Unitarianism.” On this slight, narrow, thin, 
airy, unsi.bstantial foundation, the writer is 
pleased to erect the following bread and 
sweeping conclusion. Since the votaries of 
Thomas Paine claim so near an affinity to 
Unitarianism, can the injustice, (meaning jus- 
fice, we suppose) of thei claim, jn truth, be 
denied?” Now, against an inference so un- 
warrantable in point of logic, and so inccor- 
rect in point of fact, we enter our serious and 
decided protest. In the first place, we wish 
for a little more proof of so extensive an as- 
sertion, that the votaries of Paine claim a 
near affinity to Unitarianism. Does a single 
solitary instance warrant so wide and com- 
prehensive an induction? Is it fair to take 
the unsupported assertion of one man as the 
real sentiment of a whole class of men? 
Does the writer really believe himself, or sup- 
pose others believe that the votaries of Paine 
in general, claim a near affinity to sincere and 











well grounded Unitarian Christians? If they 
do, we can only say, that this is the first time 
we ever heard of it. But, in the second place, 
allow that they do. If all the votaries of 
Paine to a man, claimed an affinity to Uni- 
tarians, yet we, as Unitarians, most solemnly 
and heartily renounce and deny the claim. 
Nothing, we think, but the most rash and in- 
discriminate party-spirit, coupled with a com- 
plete ignorance of the true state of the case, 
could induce any man to allow so monstrous 
and unfounded a pretension. To say, that 
more than one hundred numerous congrega- 
tions in this country, and thrice that number 
in England, who, without any compulsion, or 
from any motives but such as are heartfelt 
and spontaneous, periodically and punctually 
assemble to worship God in the name of Je- 
sus Christ, and cheerfully contribute of their 
substance to maintain Christian institutions, 
and adopt the Old and New-Testaments as 
the sources of their religious belief and the 
guides of their religious and moral practice— 
to say, that the members of these congrega- 
tions ought to be ranked in a near affinity 
with a man, who ridiculed all religious wor- 
ship, who held up to seorn the pretensions of 
Jesus Christ as in any manner whatever con- 
nected with the Deity, and who has done 
more to shake the belief of the multitude in 
the trutHfand authority of the Bible, than per- 
haps any man who ever lived, is to hurl as 
insolent an affront against the good-sense and 
knowledge of the public, as it is an abusive 
injustice towards that class of men who are 
the immediate objects of it—Where is the 
use of going to such extravagant lengths of 
misrepresentation, even if it be to serve the 
best and holiest cause in the world? What 
end can sanctify such unhallowed means? In 
the very sincerity of our souls we declare, 
that the regret and shame which we feel at 
witnessing such palpable demonstrations of a 
bad and misguided spirit, are quite apart from 
our own personal concern. in the case, and 
arise from the melancholy refleetion that they 
appear in a publication, which ought to be de- 
voted to other purposes than exciting the worst 
prejudices and misleading the views of its 
readers. But, in the third and last place,;we 
have one word to say of the style of reason- 
ing employed by the charitable writer before 
us. It is no more nor less than this: Since 
the votaries of Paine claim so near an affin- 
ity to Unitarianism, can their claim be justly 
refused? Here is an allowance of a claim, on 
no other ground whatever, than the preferring 
of the claim itself! Let us see how the writer 
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would approve of such a mode of reasoning, 
when applied to Unitarivns: Since the beliey- 
ers in Unitarianism claim to be enlightened 
Christians, can their claim be with propriety 
refused? We are almost ashamed to expose 
the imbecilities of such a writer, whose article 
is as loose and feeble both in language and 
reasoning as any piece of published composi- 
tion we ever remember to have seen. Per- 
haps the public would laugh at us, if they 
knew whom we were combatting, and perhaps 
the editor of the Southern Intelligencer otten 
blushes while he admits into his paper com- 
munications from certain correspondents 
whom he dares not refuse. We advise him to 
be more independent. Such articles as the ac- 
count of Dr. Stock’s conversion to Trinitari- 
anism, are perfectly fair. Let him adhere to 
arguments and representations of the same 
candid description as are therein contained ; 
though for every one conversion of a Unita- 
rian, he will please to remember that it is easy 
to enumerate sia conversions to Unitarianism, 
of as respectable divines, physicians, and en- 
lightened or humble inquirers, as can be ad- 
duced on the other side. 

As specimens of the outrageous and viru- 
lent spirit to which we alluded in our intro- 
ductory article, we will present only one or 
two short extracts more from the same contri- 
butor on whom we have now been arffmadver- 
ting.—A story is told of another disciple of 
Paine, who, from the description given of him, 
seems to have been subject toinsanity. The 
writer then observes, “ from the sentiments 
advanced by this man, we consider hima 
Deist, an Infidel, a Universalist, and had he 
lived to the present day, he doubtless would 
have been a Unitarian.”” Now this we regard 
as the lowest style of vulgar and unreasoning 
abuse. The object is, to drag Unitarians by 
foul means or fair among one or two classes 
of men, whom the writer is sure of being un- 

r and odious with his readers, and then 
to leave them there, covered with the oppro- 
brium which they contract from his arbitrary 
classification. Will candid and enlightened 
men countenance this oblique mode of war- 
fare? 

Look at it in another point of view. Sup- 
pose this blaspheming disciple of Paine had 
become a warm Calvinist; a thing not impos- 
sible to be supposed, since our very opponent 
represents himself and several others as hav- 
ing been so far gone in the errors of Paine as 
to acknowledge the wretched unbeliever in 
question as their “ file-leader.”” We should, 














in the case supposed, lave heard nothing of 
the affinity between orthodoxy and infidelity; 
no reproaches about the case with which a 
transition is made from the absurdities of 
Deism to the absurdities of Calvinism; where- 
as the moment a man renounces his errors and 
delusions, and embraces a form of Christian- 
ity which appeals with irresistible force to his 
unclouded reason and to all the best affections 
of his heart, then the cry is, that Deism and 
Unitarianism are but one and the same. This 
glaring inconsistency is but too common. We 
hope that the present brief exposure of it will 
occasion some reflecting men to indulge in it 
no more. 

Only one other charitable extract. “When 
Satan turns Christian, ought not souls to be- 
ware’” Thus it is, that those who choose 
not to argue, fly out into passionate and abu- 
sive language, to which the very sailor, over 
whose condition they mourn and pray, would 
be ashamed to resort. Disagree ever so hon- 
estly and sincerely from them, and they cut 
the knot at once, by calling in Satan as the 
patron and inspirer of those whom they op- 
pose. Is this the spirit of our age? We hope 
in God it is not. Let the Editor of the paper 
before us learn a lesson of Christian and gen- 
tlemanly bearing from the conductor of the 
“ Catholic Miscellany,” whom he has also 
complimented with being moulded by “ the 
great enemy of man!” He will obtain some 
good instruction too from a communication in 
the “* Gospel Advocate” for May, where rea- 
sons are given by an Episcopalian, in the 
calmest, mildest, yet firmest spirit, for refu- 
sing to subscribe for the Southern Intelligen- 
cer.—The writer nowhere alludes to Satan, 
although the course of his strictures leads him 
to mention the Unitarians. 
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